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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is responsive to the Amendment filed 7 June 2006. 

2. Claims 1-29 are pending in this application. Claims 1 , 8 and 23 are independent. 
In the Amendment filed 7 June 2006, claims 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, 16, 17, 23, 26 and 27 have 
been amended. This action is made Final. 

3. The rejections of claims 1-29 as being unpatentable over US PGPub 
2002/0016718 to Rothschild et al in view of US PGPub 2004/008831 7 to Fabrick et al 
have been withdrawn based on applicants' amendments. 

Claim Objections 

4. The objections of claims 16, 17, 23 and 27 have been withdrawn as necessitated 
by the amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

6. Claims 1-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
PGPub 2002/0016718 to Rothschild et al (hereafter Rothschild et al) in view of US 
PGPub 2004/0088317 to Fabrick et al (hereafter Fabrick et al) further in view of US 
Patent No. 5,307,262 to Ertel (hereafter Ertel). 
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Referring to claim 1, Rothschild et al disclose a data processing system for 
processing medically relevant data objects. In particular, Rothschild et al disclose a 
data processing system for processing medically relevant data objects including at least 
one of image data and metadata (see abstract), comprising: 

a first electronic data processing device for viewing and editing the data objects 
(see [0149]-[0150] and Fig 1, item 10), the first electronic data processing device 
including, 

a data store for storing the data objects (see [0045]; [0143], lines 10-18; 
and Fig 1, item 120), and 

a first interface for outputting data objects (see [0149] and Fig 1 , item 15); 

and 

a second electronic data processing device for presenting data from data objects 
in medically relevant reports (see Fig 1, item 40), the second electronic data processing 
device including, 

a mask memory (see Fig 1, item 140) for storing the report masks, and 
a second interface for receiving the data objects (see [0079], lines 19-23), 
wherein the first data processing device uses firmly prescribed data formats (see 
[0144], lines 1-7 and [0152] - the data format is DICOM), unalterable by a user, 
to store, view and edit the data objects, and wherein the interfaces of the first and 
second data processing devices are connectable to one another for transfer of 
data objects from the first data processing device to the second data processing 
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device (see [0043] and Fig 1 - the devices are connected by a central storage 
system). 

However, Rothschild et al fail to explicitly teach the further limitation of the 
second interface wherein the second data processing device uses report masks, 
generate able and alterable by the user to present data from data objects, even without 
knowledge of the syntax of the data objects. Fabrick et al teach a data processing 
system for processing medically relevant data objects (see abstract), including the 
further limitation wherein the second data processing device uses report masks, 
generate able and alterable by the user to present data from data objects, even without 
knowledge of the syntax of the data objects (see [0034] and [0052] - according to 
[0026], lines 1-3 of the applicant's specification, a report mask only display respective 
relevant information from the patient record, therefore the report returned by the custom 
query provided by the medical provider is considered to represent a report mask). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize Fabrick et al's system for generating report masks within 
Rothschild et al's medical image management system as a subcomponent to the 
remote storage system (Rothschild et al: see Fig 1, item 40). One would have been 
motivated to do so in order to produce a report that is useful in managing the patient's 
healthcare (Rothschild et al: see [0065]). 

However, the combination of Rothschild et al and Fabrick et al (hereafter 
Rothschild/Fabrick) fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation of a data switching 
device for checking the data objects for consistency with the medically reports prior to 
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storing the data objects. Ertel discloses a system for patient data quality review (see 
abstract) including the further limitation of a data switching device for checking the data 
objects for consistency with the medically reports prior to storing the data objects (see 
column 16, lines 29-45 and Fig 1 - the batch interface file 58 checks for consistency). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize Ertel's sysem for error checking as a subcomponent to 
Rothchild/Fabrick's medical image management system. One would have been 
motivated to do so in order to produce a report that is accurate for use in the 
management of the patient's healthcare (Rothschild et al: see [0065]). 

Referring to claim 2, the combination of Rothschild/Fabrick and Ertel (hereafter 
Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel) teaches the data processing system as claimed in claim 1, 
wherein the second data processing device stores report masks at least one of 
generated (Fabrick et al: see [0034] - according to [0026], lines 1-3 of the applicant's 
specification, a report mask only display respective relevant information from the patient 
record, therefore the report returned by the custom query provided by the medical 
provider is considered to represent a report mask) and altered by the user (Fabrick et al: 
see [0052] - the original report is updated, i.e. altered, when a patient has a subsequent 
visit), in the mask memory (Fabrick et al: see [0061]). 

Referring to claim 3, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the data processing 
system as claimed in claim 1 , wherein the second data processing device uses report 
masks, generate able and alterable by the user without knowledge of the syntax of the 
data objects, in order for a user to edit data from data objects (Fabrick et al: see [0034], 
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[0036] and [0061] - the data objects are entered into the database from the forms and 
can exist in any format which is not taken into consideration when the reports are 
generated and altered). 

Referring to claim 4, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the data processing 
system as claimed in claim 1 , wherein at least one of the interfaces includes the data 
switching device, the data switching device having access to an association memory 
containing information about an association between data object types and report 
masks, and wherein the data switching device is adapted to ascertain the type of a data 
object transferred via the interface, compare the ascertained type with the content of the 
association memory and associate a report mask with the data object on the basis of 
the result of the comparison (Fabrick et al: see [0036]-[0041]; Ertel: see column 16, 
lines 29-45 and Fig 1). 

Referring to claim 5, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the data processing 
system as claimed in claim 1 , wherein the interfaces on the first and second data 
processing devices, when interconnected, are useable to transfer data belonging to 
data objects from the second data processing device to the first data processing device, 
and wherein data objects with user-edited data, transferred to the first data processing 
device via the interconnected interfaces, are stored in the data store (Fabrick et al: see 
[0037] - the data objects are transferred to the database). 

Referring to claim 6, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the data processing 
system as claimed in claim 5, wherein content of user-edited data is checked by the 
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data switching device, and the checked data are stored by the first data processing 
device only on the basis of the result of the check (Fabrick et al: see [0037]). 

Referring to claim 7, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the data processing 
system as claimed in claim 1 , wherein the first data processing device is for 
authenticating all access operations to data objects by users in a manner which the user 
cannot alter and documents them for later reconstruction (Rothschild et al: see [0144], 
lines 15-26 and [0210]-[0213] - history record system). 

Referring to claim 8, Rothschild et al disclose a method for processing 
medically relevant data objects. In particular, Rothschild et al disclose a distributed 
method for processing medically relevant data objects, including at least one of image 
data and metadata (see abstract and [0023], lines 17-22), with a first component for at 
least one of viewing, editing and storing the data objects (see [0149]-[0150] and Fig 1 , 
item 120) and with a second component for presenting data from the data objects (see 
Fig 1, item 40), comprising: 

using prescribed data formats in the first component, which are unalterable by a 
user, to at least one of store, view and edit the data objects (see [0144], lines 1-7 and 
[0152] - the data format is DICOM); 

using report masks in the second component, which are at least one of 
generateable and alterable by the user without knowledge of the syntax of the data 
objects, to present data from the data objects, wherein data objects are transferable 
from the first to the second component (see [0043] and Fig 1 - the devices are 
connected by a central storage system). 
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However, Rothschild et al fail to explicitly teach the further limitation of using 
report masks in the second component, which are at least one of generateable and 
alterable by the user without knowledge of the syntax of the data objects, to present 
data from the data objects. Fabrick et al teach a data processing system for processing 
medically relevant data objects (see abstract), including the further limitation using 
report masks in the second component, which are at least one of generateable and 
alterable by the user without knowledge of the syntax of the data objects, to present 
data from the data objects (see [0034] and [0052] - according to [0026], lines 1-3 of the 
applicant's specification, a report mask only display respective relevant information from 
the patient record, therefore the report returned by the custom query provided by the 
medical provider is considered to represent a report mask). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize Fabrick et al's method for generating report masks within 
Rothschild et al's method of a medical image management system as a subcomponent 
to the remote storage system (Rothschild et al: see Fig 1, item 40). One would have 
been motivated to do so in order to produce a report that is useful in managing the 
patient's healthcare (Rothschild et al: see [0065]). 

However, the combination of Rothschild et al and Fabrick et al (hereafter 
Rothschild/Fabrick) fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation of checking the data 
objects for consistency with the medically reports prior to storing the data objects. Ertel 
discloses a method for patient data quality review (see abstract) including the further 
limitation of checking the data objects for consistency with the medically relevant reports 
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prior to storing the data objects (see column 16, lines 29-45 and Fig 1 - the batch 
interface file 58 checks for consistency). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize Ertel's method for error checking as a subcomponent to 
Rothchild/Fabrick's medical image management method. One would have been 
motivated to do so in order to produce a report that is accurate for use in the 
management of the patient's healthcare (Rothschild et al: see [0065]). 

Referring to claim 9, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the distributed method as 
claimed in claim 8, wherein the second data processing device stores report masks at 
least one of generated (Fabrick et al: see [0034] - according to [0026], lines 1-3 of the 
applicant's specification, a report mask only display respective relevant information from 
the patient record, therefore the report returned by the custom query provided by the 
medical provider is considered to represent a report mask) and altered by the user 
(Fabrick et al: see [0052] - the original report is updated, i.e. altered, when a patient has 
a subsequent visit), in the mask memory (Fabrick et al: see [0061]). 

Referring to claim 10, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the distributed method 
as claimed in claim 8, wherein the second method component uses report masks for a 
user to edit data from the data objects (Fabrick et al: see [0041] and [0052]). 

Referring to claim 11, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the distributed method 
as claimed in claim 8, wherein a data switching component is provided for ascertaining 
the type of a data object transferred from the first to the second component, for 
comparing the ascertained type with the content of an association memory containing 
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information about the association between data object types and report masks, and for 
associating a report mask with the data object on the basis of the result of this 
comparison (Fabrick et al: see [0036]-[0041]; Ertel: see column 16, lines 29-45 and Fig 

1). 

Referring to claim 12, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the distributed method 
as claimed in claim 8, wherein data belonging to data objects is transferable from the 
second to the first component, and wherein the first component stores data objects with 
user-edited data, transferred to the first component, in a data store (Fabrick et al: see 
[0037] - the data objects are transferred to the database). 

* 

Referring to claim 13, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the distributed method 
as claimed in claim 12, wherein the content of user-edited data belonging to data 
objects is checked, and the user-edited data are stored by the first component only on 
the basis of the result of this check (Fabrick et al: see [0037]). 

Referring to claim 14, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the distributed method 
as claimed in claim 8, wherein the first component authenticates all access operations 
to data objects by users in a manner which the user cannot alter and documents them 
so that they can be subsequently reconstructed (Rothschild et al: see [0144], lines 15- 

■ 

26 and [0210]-[0213] - history record system). 

Referring to claim 15, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the data processing 
system as claimed in claim 2, wherein the second data processing device uses report 
masks, generateable and alterable by the user without knowledge of the syntax of the 
data objects, in order for a user to edit data from data objects (Fabrick et al: see [0034], 


Application/Control Number: 10/645,500 Page 11 

Art Unit: 2167 

[0036] and [0061] - the data objects are entered into the database from the forms and 
can exist in any format which is not taken into consideration when the reports are 
generated and altered). 

Referring to claim 16, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the data processing 
system as claimed in claim 1 , wherein at least one of the interfaces includes data 
switching means, having access to an association memory containing information about 
an association between data object types and report masks, for ascertaining the type of 
a data object transferred via the interface, for comparing the ascertained type with the 
content of the association memory and for associating a report mask with the data 
object on the basis of the result of the comparison (Fabrick et al: see [0036]-[0041]). 

Referring to claim 17, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the data processing 
system as claimed in claim 4, wherein the interfaces on the first and second data 
processing devices, when interconnected, are useable to transfer data belonging to 
data objects from the second data processing device to the first data processing device, 
and wherein data objects with user-edited data, transferred to the first data processing 
device via the interconnected interfaces, are stored in the data store (Fabrick et al: see 
[0037] - the data objects are transferred to the database). 

Referring to claim 18, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the data processing 
system as claimed in claim 17, wherein content of user-edited data is checked, and the 
checked data are stored by the first data processing device only on the basis of the 
result of the check (Fabrick et al: see [0037]). 
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Referring to claim 19, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the distributed method 
of claim 8, wherein the second component is used to present data from the data objects 
in medically relevant reports using the report masks (Fabrick et al: see [0034] - 
according to [0026], lines 1-3 of the applicant's specification, a report mask only display 
respective relevant information from the patient record, therefore the report returned by 
the custom query provided by the medical provider is considered to represent a report 
mask). 

Referring to claim 20, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the distributed method 
as claimed in claim 9, wherein the second method component uses report masks for a 
user to edit data from the data objects (Fabrick et al: see [0041] and [0052]). 

Referring to claim 21, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the distributed method 
as claimed in claim 9, wherein a data switching component is provided for ascertaining 
the type of a data object transferred from the first to the second component, for 
comparing the ascertained type with the content of an association memory containing 
information about the association between data object types and report masks, and for 
associating a report mask with the data object on the basis of the result of this 
comparison (Fabrick et al: see [0036]-[0041]). 

Referring to claim 22, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the distributed method 
as claimed in claim 10, wherein a data switching component is provided for ascertaining 
the type of a data object transferred from the first to the second component, for 
comparing the ascertained type with the content of an association memory containing 
information about the association between data object types and report masks, and for 
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associating a report mask with the data object on the basis of the result of this 
comparison (Fabrick et al: see [0036]-[0041]). 

Referring to claim 23, Rothschild et al disclose a data processing system for 
processing medically relevant data objects. In particular, Rothschild et al disclose a 
data processing system for processing medically relevant data objects including at least 
one of image data and metadata (see abstract and [0023], lines 17-22), comprising: 

a first electronic data processing means for viewing and editing the data objects 
(see [0149]-[0150] and Fig 1, item 10), the first electronic data processing means 
including, 

storage means for storing the data objects (see [0045]; [0143], lines 10- 
18; and Fig 1 , item 120), and 

a first interfacing means for outputting data objects (see [0149] and Fig 1, 
item 15); and 

a second electronic data processing means for presenting data from data objects 
in medically relevant reports (see Fig 1, item 40) using report masks, the second 
electronic data processing means including, 

memory means (see Fig 1 , item 140) for storing the report masks, and 
second interfacing means for receiving the data objects (see [0079]), 
wherein the first data processing means uses firmly prescribed data formats (see 
[0144], lines 1-7 and [0152] - the data format is DICOM), unalterable by a user, 
to store, view and edit the data objects, wherein the second data processing 
means uses report masks, generatable and alterable by the user to present data 
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from data objects, even without knowledge of the syntax of the data objects, and 
wherein the interfaces of the first and second data processing means are 
connectable to one another for transfer of data objects from the first data 
processing means to the second data processing means (see [0043] and Fig 1 - 
the devices are connected by a central storage system). 
However, Rothschild et al fail to explicitly teach the further limitation of the 
second interface wherein the second data processing means uses report masks, 
generatable and alterable by the user to present data from data objects, even without 
knowledge of the syntax of the data objects. Fabrick et al teach a data processing 
system for processing medically relevant data objects (see abstract), including the 
further limitation wherein the second data processing means uses report masks, 
generatable and alterable by the user to present data from data objects, even without 
knowledge of the syntax of the data objects (see [0034] and [0052] - according to 
[0026], lines 1-3 of the applicant's specification, a report mask only display respective 
relevant information from the patient record, therefore the report returned by the custom 
query provided by the medical provider is considered to represent a report mask). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize Fabrick et al's system for generating report masks within 
Rothschild et al's medical image management system as a subcomponent to the 
remote storage system (Rothschild et al: see Fig 1 , item 40). One would have been 
motivated to do so in order to produce a report that is useful in managing the patient's 
healthcare (Rothschild et al: see [0065]). 
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However, the combination of Rothschild et al and Fabrick et al (hereafter 
Rothschild/Fabrick) fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation of a data switching 
means for checking the data objects for consistency with the medically reports prior to 
storing the data objects. Ertel discloses a system for patient data quality review (see 
abstract) including the further limitation of a data switching means for checking the data 
objects for consistency with the medically relevant reports prior to storing the data 
objects (see column 16, lines 29-45 and Fig 1 - the batch interface file 58 checks for 
consistency). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize Ertel's sysem for error checking as a subcomponent to 
Rothchild/Fabrick's medical image management system. One would have been 
motivated to do so in order to produce a report that is accurate for use in the 
management of the patient's healthcare (Rothschild et al: see [0065]). 

Referring to claim 24, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the data processing 
system as claimed in claim 23, wherein the second data processing means stores 
report masks at least one of generated (Fabrick et al: see [0034] - according to [0026], 
lines 1-3 of the applicant's specification, a report mask only display respective relevant 
information from the patient record, therefore the report returned by the custom query 
provided by the medical provider is considered to represent a report mask) and altered 
by the user (Fabrick et al: see [0052] - the original report is updated, i.e. altered, when 

* 

a patient has a subsequent visit), in the memory means (Fabrick et al: see [0061]). 
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Referring to claim 25, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the data processing 
system as claimed in claim 23, wherein the second data processing means uses report 
masks, generateable and alterable by the user without knowledge of the syntax of the 
data objects, in order for a user to edit data from data objects (Fabrick et al: see [0034], 
[0036] and [0061] - the data objects are entered into the database from the forms and 
can exist in any format which is not taken into consideration when the reports are 
generated and altered). 

Referring to claim 26, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the data processing 
system as claimed in claim 23, wherein at least one of the interfacing means includes 
the data switching means, the data switching means having access to an association 
memory containing information about an association between data object types and 
report masks, for ascertaining the type of a data object transferred via the interface 
means, for comparing the ascertained type with the content of the association memory 
and for associating a report mask with the data object on the basis of the result of the 
comparison (Fabrick et al: see [0036]-[0041]; Ertel: see column 16, lines 29-45 and Fig 

1). 

Referring to claim 27, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the data processing 
system as claimed in claim 23, wherein the interfacing means on the first and second 
data processing means, when interconnected, are useable to transfer data belonging to 
data objects from the second data processing means to the first data processing 
means, and wherein data objects with user-edited data, transferred to the first data 
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processing means via the interconnected interfaces, are stored in the storage means 
(Fabrick et al: see [0037] - the data objects are transferred to the database). 

Referring to claim 28, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the data processing 
system as claimed in claim 27 wherein content of user-edited data is checked, and the 
checked data are stored by the first data processing means only on the basis of the 
result of the check (Fabrick et al: see [0037]). 

Referring to claim 29, Rothschild/Fabrick/Ertel teaches the data processing 
system as claimed in claim 23, wherein the first data processing means is for 
authenticating all access operations to data objects by users in a manner which the user 
cannot alter and documents them for later reconstruction (Rothschild et al: see [0144], 
lines 15-26 and [0210]-[0213] - history record system). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-29 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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. number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
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